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Introduction to the problem of the ontological status of the Platonic Good 


What, exactly, is the correct — or, if that should prove impossible to establish — the most 
plausible interpretation of the term the Idea of the Good (“) tod aya8od idéa”; H idéa 
Tod ayabod, 505a, 508e, 517b—517c, 534¢c, c.f. also dyaBoetdye, “good-like”, 509a) — 
arguably one of the most important of its kind in Plato’s Republic (the Politeia)? In other 
words, what did Plato himself — and Socrates, I might add, if the passages in question are 


indeed representations of historical “Socratic” utterances — intend this term to signify? 


The ordinary and established way of reading the Politeia is indeed to view the phrase 
“the Idea of the Good” as referring to the exact same metaphysical entity as the Good, 
which is sometimes called the Good /tse/f: (For mentions of the latter term, c.f. 506d— 
506e, for example: “abdtd sv ti tot’ éoti TayaOdV EGowLEV TO Vdv Eivat ...”, and 507a: 
“cai Exyovov adtod tod &ya8od Kopioaobe”, and 507b: “kai avdto 51] KaAOV Kai adtO 
aya8ov’, and 532b: “Gv avdtd 6 Eotw &ya8Ov avdtH vonosi AGBy”, and 534c: “ovdte adtO 
TO GyYaBdV ENoEIc EidEval TOV ODTMs ExOVTA OUTE GAAO ayabov OvdEV”, and 540a: “Kai 


iddvtac T6 &ya8Ov adt6”. (Emphasis added) 
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Contrary to the dominant interpretative tradition, however, which at once seizes upon the 
seemingly obvious meaning of certain sentences and ignores or downplays the probable 
import of others, I will argue that it is in fact necessary to distinguish between the Good 
Itself and the Idea of it, and that these two terms do in fact refer to two distinct, albeit 
intimately related and virtually inseparable divine genera. Furthermore, and in 
conjunction with this argument, I will suggest, and attempt to prove, that the so-called 
Child or Offspring (506e—507a) of the Good is not actually Helios, the Sun of Generation 
(Genesis), but the Idea of the Good. 


Outrageous as this proposal may seem to some, it is not entirely new, nor exclusively my 
own invention, but was orally set forth, at least partially — to my mind with great success 
—in a highly unusual series of lectures on the Platonic Tradition back in the 1990s, 
conducted by the American Platonist and teacher Dr. Pierre Grimes. More recently, in 
2016, it was explored in a master’s thesis written by one Todd Edward Clark, the 


existence of which I only became aware of in December 2020. 


Apart from these two instances, I do not know of any attempts to publicly defend this 
reading of the Politeia in modern times, but there are indications that none other than Sv. 
Augustine of Hippo interpreted Platonic philosophical theology in precisely this way — a 


discovery I will return to later on. 


As for the content of the Politeia itself, this new or revived reading elegantly resolves one 
of the major issues raised by the conflation of the Idea of the Good with the Good Itself, 
namely the seemingly irresolvable conflict between various Socratic statements involving 
these very terms. Here I can only give a few brief examples of what I am referring to, but 
those who are familiar with the debate surrounding the ontological status of Plato’s Good 
will also be acquainted with the seriousness of the problem I have in mind. (Rafael Ferber 
and Gregor Damschen state, for example, that “barrels of ink have been spilled” on this 
issue (2015, p. 197). 
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Conflating the Idea of the Good with the Good IJtse/f creates a contradiction 


To begin with, Socrates explicitly states, at the outset of the conversation (in the Politeia) 
dealing with the Good, that he will not speak about the Good Itse/f, which is also called 

the Father, but only of the Child of the Good Itself, which he also calls its Interest (506d— 
507a). He then, however, after a passage which, in most translations, appears to make the 
Offspring of the Good Helios (508c), goes on to say a fair amount about the Idea of the 

Good (508e). Hence, if the Idea of the Good is identical to the Good Itself, Socrates must 
have changed his mind, but that seems rather unlikely, considering his refusal to speak of 


the Good Itself only a few paragraphs earlier. 


Then, a little later, comes the famous exchange where Socrates states that the Good is 
beyond Ousia or Essence (509b—509c), a term which, in the Politeia, is clearly used as 
synonymous with Being. Hence, if the entity here referred to as the Good is the same as 
the Idea of the Good, this would seem to necessitate the conclusion that the Idea of the 
Good is beyond Being, and therefore unknowable — for how can something which is 
beyond Being or Ousia be knowable — as it is in itself? The Knowable, in the Politeia, is 
that which is present in Higher Being (the upper section of the Realm of the Noetic), and 
which may be seen during Noesis, and whatever lies beyond Being cannot, therefore, be 


known. 


However, if this supposition is accepted, then a survey of other statements pertaining to 
the Idea of the Good soon leads to the emergence of the same kind of apparent 
contradiction as the one outlined above. The most startling of these propositions is 
probably the following, namely that “the greatest study” (or “the greatest science” 
(504d—505a) is the Idea of the Good (“ézsi 611 ye H Tod Gya8od idéa péyLoTOV WEOHpa”, 
505a). 


But there are other utterances which are almost equally striking. /n the realm of Gnosis 
(or the Knowable), the last thing to be seen is the Idea of the Good, says Socrates later 
(“év TO YvMOoT® terevtaia TOD aya8od idéa Kai LOyIc Opdo#av’, 517b—517c). 
However, in the Politeia, Gnosis is synonymous with the gaining of Objective 
Knowledge or Episteme, and the source of Knowledge is, as I have just said, the mental 
apprehension of Higher Being during Noesis, which is a suprarational, mental vision. In 
517b—517c, therefore, Socrates appears to renege on his statement concerning the 
ontological status of the Good in 509b, and to say that it is in Being after all. But is it 
likely that renege is what he is actually doing? 


The clue provided by Plato’s employment of the term Kyria or Queen 


The very same passage (517b—517c) also contains another and more indirect sign of the 
correctness of distinguishing between the Idea of the Good and the Good Itself. That sign 
is the use of the masculine term Kyrios — Lord or Ruler — and its feminine equivalent, 
Kyria — Queen or Lady. While the former refers (where it is used) to Helios, the Lord of 
Generation, the latter certainly refers to the Idea of the Good. See “év te Opatd @Ac Kai 
TOV TOUTOD KUPLOV TEKODOG, EV TE VONTO adTH Kvpia GANVEtav Kai vodv Tapaoyouévn” 
(517c). Now, if the Good, which, in the Attic Greek of the Politeia, is grammatically 
neuter, is identical to the Idea of it, which is grammatically feminine, then it is 
interesting, to say the least, that Plato here consistently refers to the Idea of the Good 
using grammatically feminine words, such as avth (twice) and kvpia. The sentence could 
be translated in this wise: “In the Realm of the Visible, She brought forth Light and its 
Lord [Helios], and in the Realm of the Noetic, where She Herself is Queen, She provided 
Truth [light-like] and Nous [sight-like].” 


To the neophyte, the above passage may seem to openly state all that the mention of 
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Kyria and Kyrios might enable us to conjecture concerning the nature of the Good. This 
is not so, however, for these terms imply, in both cases, the presence of their counterpart, 
i.e. the other member of the type of “divine constellation” some have styled a Royal 
Couple or a Divine Syzygy (c.f. Jung, 2014, Chapter III, for example). In other words, 
where there is a Queen or female deity, there must also be a King or male deity, and vice 
versa — and the King cannot, crucially, be subordinate to or exist on a plane lower than 
that of his consort, not only because such an arrangement would have been unthinkable to 
anyone enculturated in ancient Greece, but also because it would be contrary to the 
generally observable and arguably perennial order of the cosmos, which, in Platonism, is 


a manifestation or reflection of eternal metaphysical realities. 


Hence, the Kyrios that is Helios must have a Kyria that is not greater than Himself — 
undoubtedly the light or “image” emanating from the Sun — and the Kyria that is the Idea 
or Appearance of the Good must have a Kyrios that is not lesser than Herself — and in the 
Platonic theological schema, that Kyrios can only be the Good Jtsel/f, which is probably 


identical to the One, the Supreme Deity of Platonism. 


What I am attempting to demonstrate here, by way of this example, is how one might, in 
a more extensive investigation, “latch on to” the manner in which certain noteworthy 
terms are employed by Plato in the Politeia, and in other dialogues (some of the most 
tantalizing are located in the Statesman, the Sophist and the Theaetetus), and then utilize 
such observations as starting points for arguments, and for further research trajectories, 
culminating in conclusions which contribute to the explication of the overarching 


research problem. 


To put it differently, I do not think we need to rely exclusively on what Plato explicitly 
states regarding a given topic, and I would say that it is permissible to not only engage in 


some actual “philosophizing” of our own, but to seek out clues elsewhere, so long as we 
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stay true to the Platonic Spirit, and to the culture of ancient Hellas — and that such 
methods are in fact necessary if we are to make any further progress as regards a 
reconstruction of the reasonably coherent and persuasive whole that Platonic philosophy 


must, I would assert, have once constituted. 


Is Platonism the true origin of the Jewish and Christian theologies? 


The most obvious parallel to the aforementioned part of Plato’s schema, in the religions 
being widely practiced today, seems to me to be the Ein Sof (10 PX) and the OAr Ein Sof 
(10 PR WX) of Esoteric Judaism (Ein Sof — sometimes transliterated as Ain or Ayn Sof 
instead — means that of which nothing can or may be said, and Ohr means light). The 
living theology which actually has the most in common with the summit of Platonic 
theology may well be, however, traditional Christian theology — but that probable 
commonality is frequently concealed beneath a veil of distinctively Christian 
terminology, and, in particular, beneath the use of metaphors having to do with sound and 
hearing and objects heard instead of the quintessentially Platonic metaphors of light, 


seeing and objects seen. 


If we return ad fontes, however, i.e. to the canonical gospels, for example, we will soon 
find that all those remarkably pithy and highly peculiar descriptions of the intimate 
relationship between the Divine Father and the Divine Son, attributed to none other then 
Jesus Christ Himself, are rendered perfectly clear and explainable as soon as we dare 
apply to them the new or renewed understanding of Platonic theology proposed by me in 
the above (and more fully set forth in my master’s thesis). As when a flash of lightening 
suddenly illuminates a previously dim landscape, and thereby renders everything in it 
discernable, all those formerly enigmatic sayings of Christ, the sources of innumerable 
and often fruitless debates over the centuries, are instantly revealed by insight to refer to a 
coherent and even plausible metaphysical schema. (It is curious, is it not, that the Highest 
Divinity of Mystical Judaism is never so much as mentioned in most Christian 
seminaries, even when the subject being discussed is Judaism?) 
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The similarities between Platonism, the mystical core of Judaism — whose exact age 
remains a matter of debate — and the theology underlying the ancient Christian creeds and 
gospels are in fact so great that I see only three possible ways to explain them — either (1) 
the two latter religions are derived, at least in part, from Platonism, which in Europe 
probably began with the mystical philosophy now styled Pythagoreanism, or (2) there 
exists some now rather obscure origin common to all three of them, such as the 
theological traditions of ancient Egypt, or ancient Chaldea, or a mixture of these, or (3) 
all three, or at least Platonism and one of the others, came about as results of a proposed 
supernatural phenomenon sometimes styled Parallel Revelation. Of these explanations, 


the first is certainly the simplest. 


An argument for differentiation based on the Platonic explication of the Sun 


An even more indirect — but nevertheless compelling — argument for the need to 
distinguish between the Good and the Idea of the Good, which also relies on statements 


made within the Politeia, could be set forth in the following manner: 


The human eye is sunlike (nAoe1d1)/c, 509a), and thus “the sun of the body”, as it were, 
constituting a “crossing over” from Higher to Lower Becoming, i.e. from the initial 
manifestations in Generation (yéveotcs — Genesis — in the Politeia) of the Eternal Ideas to 
the flickering representations or “shadows” of those manifestations “inside” the bodies 
and the minds of those who perceive or have perceived them (I am thinking of sense 
impressions and the memories of such, the latter of which are images of images of 
images). This, however, implies that the Sun of Generation, Helios, 1s eyelike, and 
therefore constitutes a similar crossing over from one plane to another — and the latter is 
in fact also the conclusion we must draw if we accept the larger schema of Higher and 


Lower Being and Higher and Lower Becoming outlined in the Politeia. 


Now let us “analogize” or “reason upwards” together: Just as the lights of our own bodies 
and our own minds are our eyes, so the light of Higher Becoming, Helios, is the 
metaphorical eye of Zeus, the Sky-Father, “whose shield is storm and thunder” (as Homer 
hauntingly proclaims in the Odyssey) and who could arguably be identified as the 


Platonic Demiurge or Creator. 


What, then, shall we say of the most important Sun of all, the Sun of Higher Being? Is it 
not likely that this Sun, too, constitutes a bridging of different planes, and forms the Eye 


or Light or Countenance of something — or someone — behind it? 


We know that all of the entities in the Below (584d, 586a) are but reflections of 
Everlasting Patterns in the Truly Above (584d) — that metaphysical structure of the 
cosmos is the reason why we may analogize or “reason upwards” — and if we then 
proceed even further, into the great and dizzying heights of the Upper Section of the 
Realm of the Noetic, we find that the Sun of Higher Being, the Idea of the Good, must be 
the bridge between Being and Beyond-Being, and the Eye of the greater and unknowable 
and Most High Father, the Good or the One. For just as there is another Heaven beyond 
the one of everyday life, so there is also another Sun beyond the one we are familiar with, 
and beyond the Heaven of Heavens and the Sun of Suns, there remains the Ultimate End 
or Good of all, and the One Source of all oneness and wholeness on the planes below (the 
latter part of this statement is a paraphrase of one of Proclus’ assertions in the Theology 


of Plato). 


The Idea of the Good “is” the Sun — and the Sun “is” the Idea of the Good 


Could it be that this /oftiest of all the ancient theologies that have come down to us is 
what Socrates has in mind when he urges Glaucon not to allow himself to be deceived by 
a spurious account (507a) of the Interest or Offspring of the Good? I would contend that 
it is perfectly possible that the passage usually seen as calling Helios the Offspring of the 
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Good (508b—508c) is ambiguous, and has more than one possible meaning, and that it 
may therefore leave room for a persuasive distinguishing between the Good and the Idea 


of it, and for identifying the Offspring with the Idea. 


In one sense it is indeed undoubtedly correct to say that Helios is the Offspring, since 
Helios is the Sun — or so it seems — but since this statement is part of a longer analogy, 
which compares the relationship between the physical eye and the Sun to a greater one 
existing between the Eye of the Soul and the Idea of the Good, one may also say that the 
Idea of the Good is the Sun, and vice versa, just as one may say that a Righteous King is 
a Good Shepherd, and that a Good Shepherd is a Righteous King (c.f. Plato’s Statesman, 
266d—268d, for example, and John 10:1—21). 


The term “is” does not necessarily signify literal sameness — it may also introduce an 
illustrative metaphor. To put it another way, “is” does not always mean simply “is” — 
sometimes it actually means “‘is /ike” or “has some of the character of’, and the latter is a 


widely used literary device. 


Now, I am aware that the word “is” does not, strictly speaking, present in the Greek 
sentence, but the comparison of one entity with another, necessitating the familiar 


English translations, is nevertheless there. 


To phrase it differently: The Idea of the Good is, in a sense, a higher Helios, and the 


lower Helios is, in a sense, the Idea of the Good. 


Moreover, in the speech quoted in the Apology, Socrates not only denies the charge of 

atheism, but states that he believes in gods of a higher or more exalted kind than any of 
those his accusers believe in (35d). What sort of gods might that be? I think we probably 
have the answer. They are the aspects of and emanations from the One which Christians 
would later come to interpret as the Holy Trinity. (Here it is important to realize that the 
Greeks and several other ancient peoples included in the category of “gods” the kinds of 
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supernatural beings that Christianity and Judaism call “angels” — a term which originally 
simply meant “messengers”, which is precisely how the wiser of the Greeks viewed their 


lesser “gods”’.) 


According to the Stranger in Plato’s Sophist, Being cannot contain the One 


There are various other hints in the Politiea of the correctness of discriminating between 
the Idea of the Good and the Good /tse/f, but since this is intended to be a mere overview 
of the case for doing so, and not a detailed analysis and defense, I presently proceed to a 
different class of indications, namely such as may be discovered in other Platonic 


dialogues. 


One of the most compelling of such indications exists in the core of Plato’s Sophist, in 
one of the exchanges between Theaetetus and the Stranger, a son of Parmenides, where 
the Stranger observes that Being is not truly one, since Being has parts, and is divisible, 


and that a one which is ¢ruly one must therefore be other than Being (244ff). 


Moreover, if we take this to mean that the One which is truly one is beyond Being, and 
recall that the Good I/tselfis probably identical to the One, then we have an argument for 
the “Beyond-Being” of the kernel (or “true self’) of the Good. 


Iamblichus explicitly states that the First Good is beyond Being 


In addition to clues of this kind, coming from Plato himself, there are the statements 
concerning the Good made by other thinkers belonging to or being closely associated 
with what we might style the Platonic Tradition. Naturally, the closer these thinkers are 
to Plato himself in the fourth dimension known to us as Time, the more /ike/y it is that 


Plato’s metaphysical schema resembles or is identical to theirs — or so it seems. However, 
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we cannot therewith take it for granted that a similarity or sameness in thought actually 
exists, of course, for proximity in time does not necessarily equate to proximity in 
knowledge or inclinations, even when a connection of a sort is most certainly present — 
the amazing case of Plato versus Aristotle comes to mind here — but chronological 


nearness does at least suggest the possibility of there being a close kinship. 


That is why I find the testimony of the Platonist (some would say Neo-Platonist) 
Iamblichus (ca. 242—ca. 325 A.D.) to be of some relevance to this inquiry of mine. 
Although separated in time from Plato by some 500 years, Iamblichus is nevertheless 
closer to him chronologically than figures like St. Augustine of Hippo and Proclus. When 
reading the work of his which was later titled On the Egyptian Mysteries, | was therefore 
struck with amazement when, near the beginning of Chapter V in the Thomas Taylor 
translation, I suddenly came across the term the Good Itself (“the good itself’), as well as 
a description of both it and its “accessory”, which would seem to fit exceedingly well 
with my interpretation of what Plato intended the term the Good Itself to signify. For 
here Iamblichus appears to be saying the following — if Mr. Taylor’s rendition of the 


Greek into English is reasonably accurate — namely that 


“There is, therefore, the good itself which is beyond essence [being], and there 
is that good which subsists according to essence; I mean the essence which is 


most ancient and most honourable, and by itself incorporeal.” (Emphasis added) 


Moreover, we need only read a few lines further in Thomas Taylor’s translation of 
Iamblichus before we find an almost equally startling declaration of what one might well 


style the “supraessentiality” of the “cause of good”: 


“In souls, however, which rule over bodies, and precedaneously pay attention to 
them, and which, prior to generation, have by themselves a perpetual 
arrangement, essential good is not present, nor the cause of good, which is prior 


to essence; but to these a certain participation and habit, proceeding from 
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essential good, accedes (...).” (Emphasis added) 


AS we can see, it is already abundantly clear — unless we prefer to be absurdly 
cantankerous — that the view of “the cause of good”, the First Cause, the One or the Good 
Itself, as ““super-essential” — and therefore necessarily beyond Being — originates not with 
Proclus or Pseudo-Dionysius, as is often assumed nowadays, but is already present in 


Iamblichus. Hence, it was already a feature of Platonism in the 200s A.D. 


Needless to say, in a more extensive and exhaustive research project, examinations of this 
kind could and should be significantly expanded. I strongly suspect that one might 
discover and collect numerous mentions of the Good and its supposed characteristics in 
the writings of Iamblichus alone, and then there are all the other ancient sages and 
philosophers and commentators and historians — the famous ones, the lesser known ones 
and the almost wholly unknown ones. However, in this brief proposal, it is only possible 
to mention a couple of other examples, and for those, I choose two ancient sages I am 


already familiar with, namely St. Augustine of Hippo and Proclus. 


St. Augustine and his equating of the Face of God with “species” 


Some might ask whether it is reasonable or even acceptable to enlist the aid of St. 
Augustine of Hippo in an attempt to elucidate the nature of Plato’s doctrine of the Good 
and the One. Having studied both Confessions and De Trinitate in great detail, I would 
reply that it may in fact be eminently reasonable, as it will become plain to anyone who 
actually reads Confessions that St. Augustine was converted from Monistic Materialism 
to Theism, and from Manichaeism to the Privaito Boni interpretation of Evil, by Platonic 
philosophy, and as there is little or nothing in the “Augustinian” anthropological and 
metaphysical schemas that does not have, at the very least, a clear conceptual antecedent 


in the works of Plato himself. 
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Moreover, there are actually passages in the works by St. Augustine which have a direct 
bearing on the issue in question, and which, to me at least, seem to fit hair-raisingly well 
with my interpretation — laid out in my master’s thesis (Visions of the Suprarational, 
2020) — of what the term /dea meant, or could mean, to the ancient Hellenes. The 


following is the most striking of the ones I have located: 


“Not therefore without cause will no one be able to see the ‘face,’ (facies) that is, 
the manifestation itself (ipsa manifestatio) of the wisdom of God, and live. For 
it is this very appearance (species), for the contemplation of which every one 

sighs who strives to love God with all his heart, and with all his soul, and with all 


his mind (...)” (D.Tr. II.17.28) (Emphasis added) 


What is it St. Augustine is doing here? First of all, he is obviously equating the term the 
Face of God — a highly significant theological term — with something the English 
translator styles “appearance”, but which in St. Augustine’s Latin is actually the term 
“species”. This “species” of God is, moreover, clearly also an entity located in the 
“Augustinian” Realm of Eternity — the Platonic Realm of Being, or of the Noetic — as 
well as an entity which may become visible to the faculty that St. Augustine elsewhere 


(in his Confessions) calls the Eye of the Soul. 


Why do I say that? Because it may be contemplated, and because contemplation, in St. 
Augustine, is all about seeing — the mental seeing, the beholding of a mental vision, 
which, as I have demonstrated in my master’s thesis, is substantially identical to the 


activity Plato knew as Noesis. 


Now, when we add to all this the fact that “species” is actually, as the more sophisticated 
dictionaries (such as Lewis & Short) reveal, the closest equivalent in Latin to the Greek 
word “idea” — since both of them can mean kind, beautiful appearance and even 
countenance (face) — I think it becomes highly plausible, to say the least, that St. 
Augustine composed the above — as well as certain other passages — while having vividly 
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in his mind the ancient Platonic concept of the Idea of the Good. 


Should it be necessary to further drive the point home, I would add that St. Augustine 
also states that “(...) the Son alone is understood to be the Word (...), the Son alone is 


the Image of the Father (...).” (D.Tr. VI.2.3) (Emphasis added) 


This certainly implies that while the Son, who, as we recall, is also called “species” (since 
the Word of God is stated by St. Augustine to be the Wisdom of God), is the only 
“showing”, the only visible aspect, of the Father — the first emanation, as some would 
style it — the Father Himself is invisible — invisible even to the Eye of the Soul, that is — 
and therefore unknowable, for the Knowable is, conversely, defined by both St. 


Augustine and Plato as that which may be spiritually seen or contemplated. 


But where is it we have seen this theology — or at least something closely resembling it — 
before? Again, we have seen it in Plato’s Politeia, in the aforementioned Socratic 
declarations on the Father and the Interest, the Good Itself and the Good visible in Higher 


Being, and the Queen (Sophia?) requiring the presence of a King. 


The implications of St. Augustine’s admission that Christianity is largely Platonic 


As if that was not enough, there is also another, albeit more roundabout way to identify 
support in St. Augustine for there being a difference between the Idea of the Good and 
the Good Itself. For of all the surprising and revealing statements so candidly committed 
to writing by St. Augustine in his Confessions, the following (found in Book VI) is 
surely one of the most noteworthy and far-reaching, namely the one where St. Augustine 
plainly says that he found almost all of the otherworldly or metaphysical part of Christian 
theology in “certain books of the Platonists, translated from Greek into Latin” (VII.8.12). 


Well, if that is the case, then how can we make the implications of that declaration fit 
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together with what we know, or think we know, about Platonic theology? 


First of all, if we accept that St. Augustine, as many modern researchers claim, was 
primarily influenced by what they like to style Neo-Platonic theology, then we find, on 
closer inspection, that it is well-nigh impossible to make sense of the declaration by St. 


Augustine just mentioned. 


How so? Because the prevailing interpretation of so-called Neo-Platonic theology is that 
the first two emanations or gods (some religions prefer to say angels or messengers), 
originating in the One, are Intellect and World Soul (c.f. Harrington, 2019, p. 64, for 
example) — and because a theology of that kind does not square well with the Christian 
hypostases of Christ the Son — the Eternal Word — and the Holy Ghost. The reason for 
this is that Intellect or Nous is clearly much more akin to the Christian concept of the 
Holy Spirit than to that of the Eternal Word, for while both Nous and the Holy Ghost are 
associated with Divine Knowledge, but not (to any great degree) with a particular form, 
the Eternal Word, as described by St. Augustine and others, is likened to an Appearance, 
a Face and an Image — and even the Gospels themselves portray the Word as solar and 


sun-like. (Matthew 5:45; Matthew 17:2; Matthew 26:75) 


Hence, if we survey the hegemonic description of Neo-Platonic metaphysics, we cannot 
find an appropriate place for the Son — and the Noetic Sun has to be the Good, which 
cannot, then, being the Sun, be super-essential (unless we take that term to mean nothing 


more than the Summit of Being). 


The same is the result, however, if we conflate the Idea of the Good with the Good Itself, 
since this entails a /eap directly from Plato’s Father to the provided entities of Truth and 
Nous. Moreover, this conflation necessitates the conclusion that the Sun — 1.e. the True, 
Noetic Sun — is identical to the Father. Hence, if we go down that road, we once again 
find ourselves in a position where it is impossible to make sense of St. Augustine’s 


testimony, which is unequivocal. 
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The solution to this seeming conundrum appears to me obvious. If we accept the 
interpretation of Platonic theology I have detailed in my master’s thesis, then the enigma 
is instantly resolved. The Father, the Good Jtse/f, corresponds to St. Augustine’s Father 
(even though St. Augustine does not describe Him as super-essential), while the Idea of 
the Good, the Sun that is also, oddly enough, the Son, corresponds to the Eternal Word, 
the Face and Image and Wisdom and Son of God — and the Vision or Realized Nous that 
arises when the Eye of the Soul is purified and turned towards that Sun corresponds to the 


“Augustinian” Divine Gift that is the Holy Spirit. 


Proclus and his analysis of Platonic theology 


Moving on to Proclus, I think that no one willing to make an effort to view him 
disinterestedly can deny that we have in him a rare and towering intellect, arguably the 
last great light of the ancient Platonic Tradition (unless we view it as having been 
continued, to some extent, by the famous Christian Mystics of the Medieval, as Iam 
certainly inclined to do), who knew Greek, was intimately familiar with Plato’s entire 
body of work, and who was in fact head of the Platonic Academy in Athens for nearly 50 


years. 


For all these reasons, I think we should pay much closer attention to what Proclus has to 
say than is customarily done, not only because it is perfectly possible that he is able to 
provide us with a good indication of how Plato thought, but because Proclus represents 
the culmination of a thousand years of Platonic “philosophizing” — and we should not 
forget that if we accept the basic premises of that tradition, the philosophizing in question 
was most vehemently not a game of speculation, in the modern sense of that term, nor an 
attempt to erect an impressive justification for some worldly and non-philosophical 
activity, but a truly scientific exercising of the human capacity to know, and to gain 
Episteme or Gnosis. 
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While Plato only wets our appetite, as it were, with snippets and pieces of what must 
once have been a much larger and more structured whole (a view vigorously defended by 
Prof. Konrad Gaiser) — since, for example, the path to full “philosopher-hood” and its 
corollary, True Inner Kingship, outlined in the Politeia, is several decades long — Proclus 
actually teaches us the “Platonic” way of thinking, and, to be more specific, the Platonic 


(or rather /ate Platonic) method of theologizing. 


Here I can only quote a few short paragraphs from the works of Proclus, but I think they 
are sufficient to show that he actually dealt with the very issue I am proposing to 
investigate. The first of the quotes I have in mind is rendered by Thomas Taylor in the 


following manner: 


“Nor in short, is it possible for evil which is perfectly destitute of all good to have 
a subsistence. For evil itself is even beyond that which in no respect whatever has 
an existence, just as the good itself is beyond that which is perfectly being. Nor 
is the evil which is in partial natures left in a disordered state, but even this is 
made subservient to good purposes by the Gods, and on this account justice 


purifies souls from depravity.” (Theol.P/. Bk. I, Ch. XVII) (Emphasis added) 


Considering what has already been said, a comment is hardly necessary for the purposes 
of this presentation. Proclus explicitly states that he views the Platonic entity that is the 
Good Itself as residing beyond the realm of Being. Hence, I move on to my next 


example: 


“But in the Republic, arranging the sun analogous to the good, and sensible light, 

to the light proceeding from the good to the intelligible, and calling the light 

which is present to the intelligible from the good, truth, connecting likewise 

intellect and the intelligible with each other, he evidently collects together these 

two series, I mean the Apolloniacal and the solar. For each of these is analogous 
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to the good. But sensible light, and intellectual truth, are analogous to 
superessential light. And these three lights are successive to each other, viz. 
the divine, the intellectual, and sensible light; the last indeed pervading to 
sensibles from the visible sun; but the second extending from Apollo to 
intellectuals; and the first, from the good to intelligibles.” (Theol.Pl. Bk. IV, 
Ch. XI) (Emphasis added) 


In this third and final quote from Proclus, we see that Helios is viewed as good-like, that 
the intellectual Sun is called Apollo, and that Apollo is not identical to the good, which is 
said to emit “superessential light”. It may not be possible to make every facet of this 
“Proclean” elucidation of Plato fit my own interpretation, but it seems to make the Good 
Itself super-essential, and to give Apollo a role similar to that which I, following Plato, I 
hope, have assigned to the Idea of the Good. (C.f. James Adam’s commentary on 508b, 


for example) 


Linguistic and etymological arguments for differentiation 


The last argument for distinguishing between the Good Itself and the Idea that I will 
present here is based on a rediscovery of or renewed emphasis on the actual range of 
meaning the term idea had in ancient Greek, as well as a study of its etymology and 


origin. 


To begin with the spectrum of signification, there is an intimate connection between the 
Attic Greek nouns eidoc (eidos) and idéa (idea) and the verbs from which they are 
derived (such as ideiv and cidov, to see). This connection, which is readily apparent in the 
entries of the more sophisticated dictionaries (such as LSJ), but which is rarely, to my 
knowledge, taken into consideration when Plato’s so-called “Theory of Forms” is 


discussed, namely that the fundamental meaning of these nouns is intertwined with the 
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activity of seeing, and with that which is being seen, may provide us with some extremely 
important and wonderfully clarifying clues regarding the nature of the famous Platonic 
entities called “forms” or “ideas”, and may even tell us a great deal of the Platonic 


metaphysical schema as a whole. 


How so? Well, if the term idea, so frequently employed by Plato in his Republic, as well 
as its “cousins”, should be taken to mean something which is seen, or an object of sight, 
or, more specifically, and as the dictionaries do indicate, a beautiful appearance or 
countenance (face), then that becomes yet another argument, and a strong one, for 
distinguishing between the /dea of the Good and the Good Itself: One of the reasons for 
this is that if the Idea of the Good can be an object of sight, then it can hardly be identical 
to the Good Itself, which is said to be beyond Being and Ousia. 


This insight, which I personally find amazing inspirational, is in one sense very simple, 
and anything but difficult to come to, yet it was only after several years of Platonic 
studies, and the reading of various etymological dictionaries, that I finally arrived at it, 


and began to appreciate its significance. 


Some of the credit for this insight should, however, go to the American Platonist and 
teacher Dr. Pierre Grimes, as it was he who first alerted me to the fact that the term idea 


could be signifying something akin to visibility or “being-seen-ness”’. 


The seeing in question is not, moreover, an ordinary kind of seeing, but a spiritual kind 
of seeing, which Plato sometimes calls Noesis (vénotc), and which St. Augustine of 
Hippo tends to style Contemplation — and this explanation of what it means to fully 
apprehend the Platonic Ideas, as well as the implications of it, fit effortlessly into the 


extensively articulated Platonic concept of the Eye of the Soul. 
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I suspect that this profoundly spiritual and contemplative and mystical sense of “idea” 
may have been just as prominent as the more mundane and subjective and restricted one 
when Plato composed his dialogues, and that we may, by dwelling intently on this 
possibility, recover one of the crucial aspects of authentic Platonic philosophy, and of 
Hellenic culture in general, for that matter, namely the prominent place given to the 
conviction that a direct, mental connection to the (Truly) Above (év@), to the Divine 


realms beyond this world of flux, is both possible and necessary. 


As for the implications of the etymology, I would introduce these by relating one of the 
circumstances which led me to take notice of this issue, namely my first-hand knowledge 
of Norwegian, the native language of my mother. For in Norwegian, there are still a 
number of archaic terms which are closely related to the ancient Greek ones mentioned 
above, and which tend to describe mental phenomena having to do with knowledge rather 
than such as deal with the merely physical or imaginary. One of the most obvious of 


these terms is the verb “a vite”, to know. In Danish, this verb is spelled with a “d”, 


making the kinship between “vite”/’vide” and “idein” even more obvious. 


Then there is the noun “vit” (alternative form “vett” and “vidd’’), consciousness or reason 
“vid” in Danish), as well as the verb “a veide”, which now means to hunt, but which 
> > 


originally, I suspect, must have meant something like “to spot” or “to identify”. 


As the student of Indo-European languages will already know, the great similarity in both 
spelling and meaning between these Norwegian terms and the Greek ones discussed 
earlier is due to them having a common origin, exemplified by the reconstructed Proto- 
Indo-European verb *weyd. In Greek, the initial consonant, the v, had already 
disappeared thousands of years ago, it seems, while in Norwegian, it has for some reason 
been preserved. The latter is also true of Sanskrit, which has the noun “vidya”, 


knowledge, and of Latin, where we find the verb “videre’’, to see. 


The implications of what I have now set forth should be obvious — namely that it is 
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exceedingly likely that the scale and the depth of what Plato intended to convey by his 
employment of the term idea is not adequately captured by the modern English term of 
the same spelling — since idea, in contemporary usage, is not very closely associated with 


the concept of seeing at all. 


But if that should indeed be the case, then Plato’s purpose is even less adequately 
captured by the term form, since the ordinary reader of today is completely unfamiliar 


with the history of the Latin forma. 


On the End 


But why go through all this trouble to recover an understanding of the exact nature of an 
ancient and presently “lifeless” theology, or to correct modern misrepresentations of it? 


To what end? 


I am of the conviction that there is an evident, profound and escalating spiritual crisis in 
the world (experienced or foreseen by a number of accomplished minds in Europe as 
early as circa 150 years ago) which has to be addressed if we are to have a future of any 
worth, and that laying the foundations for a revival of not only the knowledge of but also 
the practice of authentic, ancient Platonism — in which the highest kind of Knowledge 
can only be gained by way of Practice — might be the best way for us to mitigate this 


crisis. 


This is so because that which we now call “Platonism” constitutes the essence and apex 
of our spiritual heritage, and because a true revival would reconnect us with that 
precious inheritance of ours, the individual claiming of which we endlessly yearn for — 


mostly, I would venture to assert, without our knowing it. 


It is, moreover, as St. Augustine put it, the Christianity that always existed (Retract., 
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I.XIII.3). Christianity may have been deprived of much of its assumed, scriptural 
foundation due to the inescapable conclusions reached by Higher Criticism and by 
systematic archeology, but it may still be possible to save all the loftier and more 
valuable parts of the Christian Tradition — arguably the spiritual lifeblood of Europe and 
its splendid Art for a thousand years or more — by, at long last, fully acknowledging and 
freely celebrating the foremost actual foundation of that tradition — the ancient mystical 


philosophy now styled Platonism. 


I would like to further emphasize, however, in case I have not made it sufficiently clear 
already, that I am not simply advocating “a return to the sources” — what I envision is 
also a great stripping away of misconceptions and distortions, in order to reveal once 
more that which for so long has been obscured, as well as the viewing of Platonism in an 
entirely new light, by way of what one might style “an interdisciplinary approach” (to 
admit a common cliché), and the careful incorporation into the study of Platonism of 
numerous groundbreaking discoveries (most of them made over the course of the last two 
hundred years or so) in the fields of history, archeology, Egyptology, linguistics, 
psychology, physics, et cetera. 


Put even more succinctly, what I am proposing would constitute nothing less than the 


“Reincarnation” of the Purified Soul of Platonism into the present day and age. 


If this sounds a little too ambitious or unrealistic or overwhelming, I would reply that our 
present spiritual malaise (which I have been thinking about in one way or another since I 
was about 17 or 18 years old) has reached such vast and intimidating depths that the 
necessary remedy can only come out of the kind of “magnificence of mind” which Plato 
himself (by way of Socrates) enumerates as one of the foremost attributes characterizing 
the truly philosophic nature, and that I would like to make whatever contribution I can to 
the bringing about of a new and real Renaissance, in which the Good, and not the 


imperfect (477e), is finally made the measure (504c) of all things. 
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Addendum 


“Further, I [Aurelius Augustinus] said this [in De Uera Religione]: 'This is the Christian 
religion in our time; the safest and surest salvation is to know it and follow it;' this was 
said in accordance with the name, not in accordance with the truth of which this is the 
name. For the truth itself, which is now named the Christian religion, existed and was not 
missing among the ancients from the beginning of the human race, until Christ came 'in 
the flesh,’ from whom the true religion, which already existed, began to be called 
Christian. For since the apostles had begun to preach him, after his resurrection and 
ascension into heaven, and many believed, the disciples were called Christians first at 
Antioch, just as it is written. On that account I said: 'This is the Christian religion in our 
time,' not because it did not exist in former times, but because it got this name in later 


times.” (St. Augustine of Hippo, Retractions, pp. 87-88) 


Bibliography 


Adam, J. (2020). The Republic of Plato. Perseus Digital Library (Gregory R. Crane, Ed.). 
Medford, MA, the United States: Tufts University. Retrieved from 


http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/text?doc=Perseus%3Atext 
%3A1999.04.0094%3 A b00k%3D1%3 Asection%3D327A 


(Digitized version of: Adam, J. (1902). The Republic of Plato. Cambridge, Great 


Britain: Cambridge University Press) 


Adluri, V. (2006). Initiation into the mysteries: the experience of the irrational in Plato. 
Mouseion (Series III), 6, 407-423. Retrieved from 
https://www.academia.edu/1939221/Initiation_into_the Mysteries The Experien 


ce_of the Irrational in Plato 
24 


St. Augustine of Hippo (1946). The Retractions of St. Augustine (Meredith Freeman 
Eller, Trans., Ed.) [doctoral thesis]. Boston, MA, the United States: Boston 


University Graduate School. Retrieved from 


https://archive.org/details/retractationesof00elle 


Augustine of Hippo. (1955). Confessions [e-book] (Albert C. Outler, Trans.). Dallas, TX, 
the United States: Southern Methodist University. Retrieved from 


https://www.ling.upenn.edu/courses/hum100/augustinconf.pdf 


Augustine of Hippo. (2010). The Retractions (Sister Mary Inez Bogan, Trans.). In The 
Fathers of the Church, Volume 60. Washington, D.C., the United States: The 


Catholic University of America Press 


Augustine of Hippo. (2020). On the Holy Trinity [e-book] (Arthur West Haddan, Trans., 
Philip Schaff, Ed., W. G. T. Shedd, Ed.). In Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers, 
Series I, Volume III. Grand Rapids, MI, the United States: Christian Classics 


Ethereal Library. Retrieved from http://www.ccel.org/ccel/schaff/npnf103.html 


(Digitized version of: Augustine of Hippo. (1887). On the Holy Trinity (Arthur 
West Haddan, Trans., Philip Schaff, Ed., W. G. T. Shedd, Ed.). In A Select 
Library of the Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers of the Christian Church. Volume 
III. Grand Rapids, MI, the United States: WM. B. Eerdmans Publishing 
Company) 


Baltes, M. (1997). Is the Idea of the Good in Plato’s Republic beyond Being? In M. Joyal 
(Ed), Studies in Plato and the Platonic Tradition: Essays Presented to John 
Whittaker, pp. 3-25. Farnham, Great Britain: Ashgate Publishing 


Betegh, G. (2004). The Derveni Papyrus: Cosmology, Theology and Interpretation. 
25 


Cambridge, Great Britain: Cambridge University Press. Retrieved from 


https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511584435 


Blankenhorn, B. (2015). The Mystery of Union with God: Dionysian Mysticism in Albert 
the Great and Thomas Aquinas. Washington, D.C., the United States: The 
Catholic University of America Press. Retrieved from 
https://www.academia.edu/35282080/The Mystery_of Union with God Dionys 
ian_Mysticism_in Albert the Great_and_Thomas Aquinas 


Boland, V. (1996). Ideas in God According to Saint Thomas Aquinas: Sources and 
Synthesis. Leiden, the Netherlands: E. J. Brill. Retrieved from 


https://books.google.no/books? 
id=wAC_LXxs5vIC&printsec=frontcover&source=gbs_atb##v=onepage&q&f=fal 


se 


Bonazzi, M. (2008). Towards transcendence: Philo and the renewal of Platonism in the 
Early Imperial Age. In Fr. Alesse (Ed.), Philo of Alexandria and Post-Aristotelian 
Philosophy, Leiden/Boston, pp. 233-251. 


Burkert, W. (1998). Towards Plato and Paul: “the inner human being”. In A.Y. Collins 
(Ed.), Ancient and Modern Perspectives on the Bible and Culture. Essays in 
Honor of Hans Dieter Betz, pp. 59-82. Atlanta, GA, the United States: Scholars 


Press 


Bussanich, J. (2016). Plato and yoga. In R. Seaford (Ed), Universe and Inner Self in 
Early Indian and Early Greek Thought, pp. 87-103. Edinburgh, the UK: 
Edinburgh University Press. Retrieved from 
https://library.oapen.org/bitstream/handle/20.500.12657/30771/642731.pdf? 
sequence=1 &isAllowed=y 


26 


Butler, E. P. (2012). A Theological Exegesis of the Iliad: Book One. In: Essays on a 
Polytheistic Philosophy of Religion. New York: Phaidra Editions 


Butler, E. P. (2014). Esoteric City: Theological Hermeneutics in Plato’s Republic. 
Abraxas: International Journal of Esoteric Studies, 5, pp. 95-104. 


Carabine, D. (2015). The Unknown God: Negative Theology in the Platonic Tradition: 
Plato to Eriugena. Eugene, OR, the United States: Wipf and Stock Publishers. 
Retrieved from https://books.google.nl/books? 
id=ub9NAwWAAQBAJ&source=gbs_navlinks s 


Cassirer, E. (1903). The Platonic Renaissance in England (James P. Pettegrove, Trans.). 
Thomas Nelson and Sons LTD 


Catana, L. (2005). The Concept “System of Philosophy”: The Case of Jacob Brucker’s 
Historiography of Philosophy. History and Theory, 44, 72-90. 


Catana, L. (2013). The Origin of the Division between Middle Platonism and 
Neoplatonism. Apeiron, 46(2), 166-200. 


Clark, T. E. (2016). Spurious Interest, Bonding Light, and Divine Offspring: Unpacking 
the Sun Analogy in Plato’s Republic [Master’s thesis]. San Diego, CA, the United 
States: San Diego State University. Retrieved from 
https://www.academia.edu/26091324/SPURIOUS INTEREST BONDING LIG 
HT_AND_DIVINE_OFFSPRING_ UNPACKING THE _SUN_ANALOGY_IN_ 
PLATOS REPUBLIC 


Cocker, B. F. (1870). Christianity and Greek Philosophy, or, the Relation between 
Spontaneous and Reflective Thought in Greece and the Positive Teaching of 
Christ and His Apostles. New York, NY, the United States: Harper & Brothers. 
27 


Retrieved from 


https://archive.org/details/christianitygree00cock/page/n3/mode/2up 


Cvetkovic, C. A. (2012). Seeking the Face of God: From St. Augustine to St. Bernard of 
Clairvaux and William of St. Thierry. Turnhout, Belgium: Brepols Publishers. 


Retrieved from http://www.brepols.net/Pages/ShowProduct.aspx?prod_id=IS- 
9782503544366-1 


Day, J. (2003). Voegelin, Schelling, and the Philosophy of Historical Existence. 
Columbia, MI, the United States: University of Missouri Press. Retrieved from 
https://books.google.no/books? 
id=vAzriROu2T gC&lpg=PA230&o0ts=RiDeehgMVN&dg=why%20plato 
%20myth%200f%20er%20translated%20er%20wheno20actually%20%22eros 
%22&pg=PA230#v=onepage&q=why%20plato%20myth%200f%20er 
%20translated%20er%20when%20actually%20%22eros%22&f=false 


Desjardins, R. (2004). Plato and the Good: Illuminating the Darkling Vision. Leiden, the 
Netherlands: Brill Academic Publishers 


Dionysius the Areopagite. (1920). On the Divine Names and the Mystical Theology (C. 
E. Rolt, Ed.). In Translations of Christian Literature. Series 1. New York, NY, the 
United States: The Macmillian Company. Retrieved from 


https://archive.org/details/dionysiusareopag00pseu/page/n8/mode/2up 


Dumezil, G. (1980). Camillus: A Study of Indo-European Religion as Roman History 
(Udo Strutynski, Ed.). Berkeley and L.A., CA, the United States: University of 


California Press 


Farrell, A. M. (1999). Plato ’s Use of Eleusinian Mystery Motifs [PhD thesis]. Austin, TX, 
the United States: University of Texas. Retrieved from 
28 


https://www.academia.edu/34071343/Platos Use_of Eleusinian Mystery Motifs 


Ferber, R. (2005). Ist die Idee des Guten nicht transzendent oder ist sie es doch? 
Nochmals Platons ETEKEINA THY OYXIA%. In D. Barbari¢é (Ed), Platon tiber 
das Gute und die Gerechtigkeit / Plato on Goodness and Justice / Platone sul 
Bene e sulla Giustizia, pp. 149-174. Wirzburg, Germany: Verlag K6nigshausen 


& Neumann 


Ferber, R. & Damschen, G. (2015). Is the Idea of the Good Beyond Being? Plato’s 
”epekeina tés ousias” revisited (Republic, 6, 509b8—10). In D. Nails, H. Tarrant, 
M. Kajava & E. Salmenkivi (Eds.), Second Sailing: Alternative Perspectives on 
Plato, pp. 197-203. Espoo, Finland: Wellprint Oy 


Frisk, H. (1960). Greek Etymological Dictionary (Griechisches Etymologisches 
Worterbuch). Heidelberg, Germany: Carl Winter University Press (Carl Winter 


Universitetsverlag) 


Gaiser, K. & Manasse, E. M. (1965). Platons ungeschriebene Lehre. Studien zur 
systematischen und geschichtlichen Begrundung der Wissenschaften in der 


platonischen Schule. American Journal of Philology, 86(4). 


Gaiser, K. (1980). Plato’s Enigmatic Lecture On the Good. Phronesis, 25(1), 5—37. 


Gaiser, K. (1963/1998). Platons ungeschriebene Lehre (3rd Ed.). Stuttgart, Germany: 
Klett-Cotta 


Gomez Iglesias, M. R. (2016). The Echoes of Eleusis: Love and Initiation in the Platonic 
Philosophy. In M. J. Martin-Velasco & M. J. Garcia Blanco (Eds.), Greek 
Philosophy and Mystery Cults, pp. 61-102. Newcastle upon Tyne, Great Britain: 


Cambridge Scholars Publishing 
29 


Harrington, M. (2019). Eriugena and the Neoplatonic Tradition. In A. Gutu (Ed.), A 
Companion to John Scottus Eriugena, pp. 64—92. Leiden, the Netherlands: Brill. 


Retrieved from https://doi.org/10.1163/9789004399075_005 


Hathaway, R. F. (1969). Hierarchy and the Definition of Order in the Letters of Pseudo- 
Dionysius: A Study in the Form and Meaning of the Pseudo-Dionysian Writings. 
The Hague, the Netherlands: Martinus Nijhoff 


Hagg, H. F. (2020). Purity of Heart and the Vision of God in Clement of Alexandria. 
Symbolae Osloenses: Norwegian Journal of Greek and Latin Studies, 94(1), 148— 
156. Retrieved from 


https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/00397679.2020.1827601 


Heckel, T. K. (1993). Der Innere Mensch: Die paulinische Verarbeitung eines 
platonischen Motivs. Tiibingen, Germany: Mohr Siebeck 


Iamblichus. (2016). Jamblichus’ Life of Pythagoras, or: Pythagoric Life [Kindle Edition] 
(Thomas Taylor, Trans.). The United States: Kshetra Books. 


(Digitized version of: Iamblichus. (1818). Jamblichus’ Life of Pythagoras, or: 
Pythagoric Life (Thomas Taylor, Trans.). London, Great Britain: J. M. Watkins) 


Ilievski, V. (2014). Plato’s Theodicy and the Platonic Cause of Evil [Doctoral 
dissertation]. Budapest, Hungary: Central European University, Department of 
Philosophy Retrieved from 
https://www.ceu.edu/sites/default/files/attachment/event/1 198 1/victorilevskyphda 
bstarct_0.pdf 


Johnston, W. (1997). The Inner Eye of Love. New York, NY, the United States: Fordham 
30 


University Press 


Joseph, H. W. B. (1948). Knowledge and the Good in Plato's Republic. London, Great 


Britain: Oxford University Press 


Joyal, M. (2017). Studies in Plato and the Platonic Tradition: Essays Presented to John 
Whittaker [e-book]. London/New York: Routledge, Taylor & Francis Group. 


Retrieved from https://www.taylorfrancis.com/books/studies-plato-platonic- 
tradition-mark-joyal/e/10.4324/97813 15242200 


Jugrin, D. (2016). The way of &vdAvoic: Clement of Alexandria and the Platonic 
tradition. Studia philosophiae christianae, 52(2), 71-94. 


Jugrin, D. (2017). Negation and Knowledge of God: Neoplatonism and Christianity, 


Beau Bassin, Mauritius: Scholars’ Press. Retrieved from 


https://books.google.nl/books? 
id=EInGDwAAQBAJ&printsec=copyright&redir_esc=y#v=onepage&q&f=false 


Julian. (1913). Orations 1-5 (Wilmer C. Wright, Trans.). Loeb Classical Library 13. 
Cambridge, MA, the United States: Harvard University Press. Retrieved from 
https://www.loebclassics.com/view/emperor_julian- 
oration _iv_hymn_king helios dedicated_sallust/1913/pb_LCL013.353.xml 


Jung, C. G. (2014). Aion: Researches into the Phenomenology of the Self [Kindle 


Edition] (R. F. C. Hull, Trans., Gerhard Adler, Ed.) (24 ed.). In The Collected 
Works of C. G. Jung. Volume IX, Part I. Bolligen Series XX. Princeton, NJ, the 


United States: Princeton University Press. 


Karfik F. & Song, E. (2013). Plato Revived: Essays on Ancient Platonism in Honour of 


Dominic J. O’Meara. Berlin/Boston: Walter de Gruyter. Retrieved from 
a1 


https://books.google.nl/books? 
id=CSXoBOQAAQBAJ &printsec=frontcover&source=gbs_ge summary r&cad=0 


#v=onepage&q&f=false 


Kenney, J. P. (1991). Mystical Monotheism: A Study in Ancient Platonic Theology. 


Eugene, OR, the United States: Brown University Press. Retrieved from 


https://nanopdf.com/download/jkenneycy-saint-michaels-college_pdf 


Kingsley, P. (1995). Ancient Philosophy, Mystery, and Magic: Empedocles and 
Pythagorean Tradition. Oxford, Great Britain: Clarendon Press 


Kooy, B. K. (2007). Between Being and Nothingness: The Metaphysical Foundations 
Underlying Augustine’s Solution to the Problem of Evil |Master’s thesis]. Atlanta, 
GA, the United States: Georgia State University. Retrieved from: 


https://scholarworks.gsu.edu/philosophy_theses/32 


LaBerge, S. & Rheingold, H. (1990). Exploring the World of Lucid Dreaming. New 
York, NY, the United States: Ballantine Books 


Lankila, T. (2011). The Corpus Areopagiticum as a Crypto-Pagan Project. The Journal 
for Late Antique Religion and Culture (JLARC), 5, 14-40. 


Lisi, F. L. (2007). Individual Soul, World Soul and the Form of the Good in Plato’s 


Republic and Timaeus. Etudes platoniciennes, 4, 105-118. Retrieved from 


https://doi.org/10.4000/etudesplatoniciennes.905 
Markschies, C. (1995). Die Platonische Metapher vom “inneren Menschen”: eine Briicke 
zwischen antiker Philosophie und altchristlicher Theologie. /nternational Journal 


of the Classical Tradition 1(3), 3-18. 


32 


Menn, S. P. (1995). Plato on God as Nous. Journal of the history of philosophy 
monograph series. Carbondale, IL, the United States: Southern Illinois University 


Press 


Mylonas, G. E. (1961). Eleusis and the Eleusinian Mysteries. Princeton, NJ, the United 


States: Princeton University Press 


O’Meara, D. J. (1989). Pythagoras Revived: Mathematics and Philosophy in Late 
Antiquity. Oxford, Great Britain: Clarendon Paperbacks. 


Plato. (1921). Plato in Twelve Volumes (Harold N. Fowler, Trans.). Vol. XII. Cambridge, 
MA, the United States: Harvard University Press 


(Source of Statesman with Stephanus numbers) 


Plato. (2016). The First Alcibiades: A Dialogue on the Nature of Man [Kindle Edition] 
(John W. Fergus, Ed., Floyer Sydenham, Trans., Thomas Taylor, Trans.). The 
United States: Kshetra Books. 


Plato & Bloom, A. (1991). The Republic of Plato. Translated with Notes and an 


Interpretive Essay by Allan Bloom (and ed.). New York, NY, the United States: 


Basic Books. 


Plato. (2000). Timaeus [Kindle Edition] (Donald J. Zeyl, Trans.). Indianapolis, IN, the 
United States: Hackett Publishing Company, Inc. 


Plato. (2018). The Nature of Government [e-book] (Juan and Maria Balboa, Trans.). 
Sunset Beach, CA, the United States: The Noetic Society. Retrieved from 


https://archive.org/details/republic-balboa/mode/2up 


Plato. (2020). Platonis Opera (John Burnet, Ed.). Perseus Digital Library (Gregory R. 
33 


Crane, Ed.). Medford, MA, the United States: Tufts University. Retrieved from 
http://data.perseus.org/citations/urn:cts:greekLit:tlg0059.tlg030.perseus- 


rel?1.3274 


(Digitized version of: Plato. (1903). Platonis Opera (John Burnet, Ed.). Oxford, 
Great Britain: Oxford University Press) 


Plotinus. (1957). The Enneads (Porphyry, Ed., B. S. Page, Ed., Stephen MacKenna, 


Trans.) (2nd ed). London, Great Britain: Faber and Faber Limited. Retrieved from 
https://archive.org/details/plotinustheennea033 190mbp/page/n13/mode/2up 


Ponte, D. V. & Schafer, L. (2013). Carl Gustav Jung, Quantum Physics and the Spiritual 
Mind: A Mystical Vision of the Twenty-First Century. Behavioral Sciences, 3(4), 
601-618. Retrieved from https://doi.org/10.3390/bs3040601 


Proclus. (2010). On the Theology of Plato [e-book] (Thomas Taylor, Trans.). 
Archive.org: Martin Euser. Retrieved from 
https://archive.org/details/ProclusOnTheTheologyOfPlato- 
ElectronicEdition/mode/2up 


(Digitized version of: Proclus. (1816). The Six Books Of Proclus, The Platonic 
Successor, On The Theology Of Plato, Translated From The Greek (Thomas 
Taylor, Trans.). London, Great Britain: A. J. Valpy) 


Ramelli, I. (2014). The Divine as Inaccessible Object of Knowledge in Ancient 
Platonism: A Common Philosophical Pattern across Religious Traditions. Journal 


of the History of Ideas, 75(2), 167-188. Retrieved from 
https://muse.jhu.edu/article/544557/pdf 


Schaefer, P. (1992). The Hidden and Manifest God: Some Major Themes in Early Jewish 
34 


Mysticism (Aubrey Pomerance, Trans.). Albany, NY, the United States: State 


University of New York Press. Retrieved from 


https://play.google.com/store/books/details?id=-0OOk4MOpJGMC 


Schilvold, Edmund. (2020). Visions of the Suprarational: The Concept of Nous in Plato 
and St. Augustine of Hippo. Stavanger, Norway: VID Specialized University/VID 
Vitenskapelige Hegskole. 


Stephenson, Ian. (2016). Children Who Remember Previous Lives: A Question of 
Reincarnation (rev. ed.). Jefferson, NC, the United States: McFarland & 


Company, Inc. 


Stumpf, K. (2020). Verhdiltnis des platonischen Gottes zur Idee des guten. Paderborn, 


Germany: Salzwasser-Verlag Gmbh 


Torjussen, S. S. (2008). Metamorphoses of Myth: A Study of the ’Orphic” Gold Tablets 
and the Derveni Papyrus [PhD thesis]. Tromsg, Norway: University of Tromsg. 
Retrieved from 
https://www.academia.edu/3773025/Metamorphoses_of Myth A Study of the 
Orphic_Gold_Tablets_and_ the Derveni_ Papyrus 


Uebersax, John S. (2013). What is Materialism? What is Idealism? Paso Robles, 


California, the United States: Californians for Higher Education Reform 


Urwick, E. J. (1920). The message of Plato. A Reinterpretation of the ‘Republic’. 
London, Great Britain: Methuen & Co. Ltd. 


Uzdavinyz, A. (2011). Orpheus and the Roots of Platonism. London, Great Britain: The 
Matheson Trust 


Se) 


Van Kooten, G. H. (2008). Paul’s Anthropology in Context: The Image of God, 
Assimilation to God, and Tripartite Man in Ancient Judaism, Ancient Philosophy 
and Early Christianity. Tiibingen, Germany: Mohr Siebeck. Retrieved from: 
https://books.google.nl/books/p/mohr_siebeck? 
id=VA 1m1F2HlawC&printsec=frontcover#v=onepage&q&f=false 


Whittaker, J. (1969). Ammonius on the Delphic E. The Classical Quarterly, 19(1), 185— 


192. Retrieved from: https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/classical- 


quarterly/article/abs/ammonius-on-the-delphic- 
e/60933AA908E537F 7943 1A71C76FF4E52 


Wittaker, J. (1969). Neopythagoreanism and Negative Theology. Symbolae Osloenses: 
Norwegian Journal of Greek and Latin Studies, 44(1), 109-125. Retrieved from 


https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/00397676908590612?src=recsys 


Wittaker, J. (1973). Neopythagoreanism and the Transcendent Absolute. Symbolae 
Osloenses: Norwegian Journal of Greek and Latin Studies, 48(1), 77-86. 


Retrieved from 


https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/00397677308590652 


Yli-Karjanmaa, S. (2015). Reincarnation in Philo of Alexandria. Atlanta, GA, the United 
States: SBL Press. Retrieved from 
https://books.google.nl/books/about/Reincarnation_in_ Philo_of Alexandria.html? 
id=D4_ cCgAAQBAJ&redir_esc=y 


36 


Dictionaries and other resources 


Beekes, R. and van Beek, L. (2010). Etymological Dictionary of Greek (Alexander 
Lubotsky, Ed.). Leiden, the Netherlands: Brill 


Carey, W. L. (Ed.). (2020). The Latin Library: Augustine of Hippo. Retrieved from 
https://www.thelatinlibrary.com/august.html 


Lewis, C. T. & Short, C. (1891). 4 New Latin Dictionary (E. A. Andrews, Ed.). New 
York, NY, the United States: Harper & Brothers. Retrieved from 


https://archive.org/details/LewisShortLatnDiccionary/mode/2up 


Liddell, H. G., Scott, R. & Jones, H. S. (1940) [online version]. Greek-English Lexicon 


(oth ed.). Oxford, Great Britain: Oxford University Press. Retrieved from 


https://ls}.gr/wiki/Main_ Page 


a1 


